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Kessre. Criffin and Elawson end I mice <iucscionc cov^rlx-k^, 
taa palar.nvint which Lt. Day of the Dalles I'olic* De;.ex-t_ofii. tckti*" 
ficc ho lifted frcti the u-ndersido of the oerrcl of the IC-l rlfla 
on Noyctihcr 22, 1933« IT.'.at otory is set forth on paj;et '/-lO of 'too • 
proposed final draft of Chapter ZV of the Iteport, copxas of wr.tch 
ore attached, - 

Ue that additional investigation he conducted to 

dctarrtinc with creator certainty that the palnprint was totually 
lifted fren the rifle as Lt. Day has testified. ■ 2Tje curly evruonco 
‘ Vt presently have on that print it the tescinony of Lt. Day hLtsolf. 
i-Ile hat stated that althcuch he lifted the 7 ^aLxprint on hoveaiher 2L, 
1S63, he did not provide a copy of the lift to the I7DI until 
Koverthcr 23, iSoo (9 1! 2oC-31) . Le also testified tha'C after the 
lift ht ‘•co'ald ctlli teu traces of the print ur.oer the barrel aud 
was to erj' to use phococrephy to orin;; off or brine * 

^better print." Hr. Lacona of the 7D1 tcatlfied with retpect tx- 
the lift of the palaprint, that "evidently the lifting had been oo 
cociplcto that there vae nothing left to show any n-arlinc on the guu 
itself as to the existence of such — even an attaapt <^n a^«i pari, of 
tnyor.o also to process the rifle" (Td . at 24). 

t.dditior.al problems are raised by the fact thxt: 

h; 1) Hr. Latona testified that the poor finish of the X-1 

- rifle itado it absorbent and not conducive to c«*-Ci-nc a ct>od print, 

■ 2) Hone of the other prlnto or\ the rifle could bo iduetiflud 
bacauso they ware of such poor Cjuality; 

a) 'fne other prints on the rifle were protected by cellOyh„au 
while the area whore the paLxprir.t had boon lifted was not, ovu_ 
though L'C. Lay testified that efter the lift the ",/pnln/ print at 
C:cn vac their bet, still rcsjcined on thora." when he was ■ 

why ha had not ryftcc^sod the lift to the j?DI on Koveaber 22. IVDl, <i 
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V/ j should xcviev/ tl'.c obov^i circuin6tc.x^ccs At our conlurcncA 
v.'lth A"cnt ZTid Ir.spcctor Mallcy. The co;tTi~ jration or tiro 

palm print should reviov/ud to dclurniinc, ii posaiblu, wr.ctitiix 
or act it woi, xcr.tovod fro;a a cylindrical surface- The puinbiltty 
tl;at tiio paiiTi print or. evidence of tiic lift was destroyed while Lua 
rific was i--. transit should be reviewed witii liicm. The caact 
condition of t!hu rifle at tire time it was turned over to the FBI 
Dallas office should be ascertained. A^or. t L-atona should be askad 
if he can thirdt of any oiiplanation for tir.e apparent conflict in ilie 
above testimony. 

V/c should also: 

1) , Do'termiae whetlier or not Lt. Day had assistauice wr«en 

, he jerked with the prints on the rifle. If he did, wo 
should obtain stater.ients from those who assisted him. 

2) Lt.Day should be asked why he preserved tltc fin^jerprira* 
on the rifle, which were not sufficiently clear to rnaite 

posilave iduntificaticn, and yet did not preserve the palm prim, wruch 
was clear o.'.ou£;h for titat purpose. - r 

2) —I. Day should also be asked why he reinovod only tl'ui 

paivn print and should be questioned a^ain concer.'an^ his 
rticoilc ction that he saw tiic palm print still on the rifle after iic 

Zaa«*C*«a tea »0 teteAte*. 

<•) Dt. Day should be asked if he took any photographs of 
ti'.c palm -print on tl-.e rifle after the lift. He rr..-y have 
dona so, stneo he did photograph the less valuable fingerprints, itnd 
ti'.i palm print on the rifle, according to his testimony, was still t-ia 
“best bet" for identification. It. is also significant that L,r. Day ata'uid 
tl'.at ho was going to atter.npt to gat a better print through use of 
p.'.Ctograp..-.y. 






